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mine-action	managers	find	themselves	faced	
with	 today.	 In	 the	 simplest	 of	 all	 strategy	
formulas,	we	ask	“Where	are	we?	Where	do	
we	want	to	go?	How	do	we	get	there?”	If	we	
do	 not	 know	 where	 we	 want	 to	 go,	 no	 ef-
fective	strategy	can	be	planned,	and	we	will	
surely	never	reach	our	goal.
There	 are	 various	 guideposts	 for	
global	 mine	 action,	 but	 none	 so	 univer-
sally	 applied	 as	 the	 requirements	 of	 the	
Ottawa	 Convention.	 Article	 5	 (Clearance)	
of	 that	 document	 appears	 to	 be	 unam-
biguous:	 “Each	 State	 Party	 undertakes	 to	
destroy	or	ensure	the	destruction	of	all	anti-	
personnel	 mines.”4	 Thus	 the	 Convention	
seems	 to	 call	 for	 what	 some	 (such	 as	 the	
Landmine Monitor)	 define	 as	 a	 “mine	 free”	
world.	 And	 yet	 the	 very	 first	 words	 of	 the	
Convention	 imply	 that	 the	 reason	 for	 the	
formal	agreement	 is	 that	 the	States	Parties	
are	“Determined	to	put	an	end	to	the	suffer-
ing	 and	 casualties.”4	 This	 suggests	 the	 rea-




United	 Nations	 Development	 Programme	
points	out	that	neither	term—mine-free	nor	
impact-free—is	found	in	the	Convention.
Nevertheless,	 it	 is	 not	 difficult	 to	 find	
champions	for	each	point	of	view.	Richard	
Kidd	of	 the	U.S.	Department	of	State	pro-
vides	 a	 sharp	 and	 succinct	 explanation	 of	
why	 he	 believes	 that	 a	 “mine	 free”	 global	
endstate	is	impractical:	“No	donor,	lending	
institution	and	no	major	impacted	country	









the	 lingering	 threat	 and	 impact	 of	 land-
mines.”8	It	has	therefore	articulated	a	“zero-
victim	target.”	In	a	situation	in	which	many	
nations	 at	 risk	 receive	 support	 and	 advice	
from	many	different	quarters,	they	are	often	
given	conflicting	or	nebulous	guidance.
What	 is	 clear	 is	 that	 the	 differences	
among	the	approaches	will	be	vast.	Clearing	
all	 landmines	 from	 all	 affected	 countries	
by	 2009	 or	 2010	 will	 not	 only	 be	 daunt-
ing	but	resource-intensive.	Just	as	in	curing	
any	 social	 ill	 (pollution,	 extreme	 poverty,	
HIV/AIDS,	 malnutrition,	 unemployment,	
etc.),	 erasing	 the	 very	 last	 vestiges	 of	 the	
threat	often	requires	the	largest	application	
of	resources.	This	comes	at	a	time	when	there	
are	 indications	 that	donor	 funding	will	 be-
come	more	difficult	to	obtain.	Alistair	Craib	







5	 may	 be	 unrealistic.	 If	 Belgium	 is	 not	
ready	to	declare	 itself	 free	of	all	 landmines,	
how	 can	 we	 expect	 that	 Laos,	 Cambodia,	
Mozambique	and	the	many	other	impacted	
countries	 will	 be	 able	 to	 do	 so	 within	 the	
specified	time	period?	


















































because	 they	 find	 themselves	 near	 military	 targets	 during	 air	 strikes,	
and	later	because	of	the	potentially	huge	and	unfortunate	ERW	risks	
that	will	be	difficult	to	overcome	following	the	conflict.	











ened	 the	need	 for	minefields	 as	 a	 solution	against	 armoured	attacks.	
For	 instance,	 during	World	War	 II	 the	 Italian,	 British	 and	 German	













tleground	has	changed.	 Increasingly	 sophisticated	weaponry,	 such	as	
the	Patriot	missile,4	and	other	means	of	aerial	attack	and	defence	were	
used	in	the	first	Gulf	War	and	since	to	gain	a	strategic	advantage.	The	
resulting	destruction	from	these	tactics	 is	 systematic,	 leading	to	mas-
sive	collateral	damage	on	the	ground.	
The	 tactics	 of	 modern	 warfare	 have	 continued	 to	 involve	 more	















In this article, the author looks at the rise of landmines 
and ERW1 as military tactics from the First World War 
to current conflicts. The safety risk their presence 
poses and various measures to protect civilians are 
also discussed.










prevent	 casualties	 in	 the	 areas	 that	 remain	
contaminated.”	Keeley	 implores	us	 to	have	
the	 courage	 to	 face	 this	 issue	head	on	and	
modify	Article	5	of	the	Ottawa	Convention.	
Whither the Mine-Action Express?
Never	before	in	the	short	history	of	mine	
action	 have	 there	 been	 so	 many	 emerging	
ideas	 and	 opportunities	 for	 improvements	
and	enhancements	to	mine	action.	But	nei-
ther	 have	 there	 been	 so	 many	 distractions	
and	 competing	 ideas.	 There	 is	 no	 authori-
tative	monolith	to	make	these	decisions	for	
us.	 Just	 as	 we	 have	 had	 to	 build	 mine	 ac-
tion	 through	 coordinated	 and	 sometimes	
informal	actions	in	the	past,	we	will	have	to	
achieve	 consensus	 in	 the	 future.	 Selecting,	
combining,	 designing	 and	 engineering	 the	
way	 ahead	 will	 be	 difficult—and	 probably	
painful.	 The	 goal	 is	 to	 stay	 calm,	 stay	 fo-




See Endnotes, page 109
The	 methods	 used	 in	 warfare	 have	 changed	 over	 the	 years,	
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by	 both	 sides	 across	 the	 border	 along	 with	
an	Israeli	ground	invasion	into	Lebanon.	In	
particular,	Israel	dropped	or	fired	over	a	mil-
lion	 submunitions	 from	 cluster	 munitions	
into	Lebanese	land.5	
The	 destruction	 was	 systematic,	 lead-
ing	to	an	environment	at	the	end	of	the	war	
that	 is	 not	 only	 very	 unkind	 but	 also	 con-
tinues	to	be	critically	dangerous	to	civilians	
due	 to	 the	 massive	 quantity	 of	 bombs,	
bomblets,	 shells	 and	 rockets	 that	 remain	
everywhere	in	southern	Lebanon.	
To	 the	 outside	 world,	 it	 seems	 during	
Israel’s	air	strikes	there	was	little	difference	
established	between	the	military	objectives	
and	 civilian	 targets.	 Bridges,	 roads	 and	
airports	were	destroyed	to	strategically	crip-
ple	 enemy	 forces;	 yet	 this	 also	 made	 the	
delivery	of	humanitarian	aid	not	only	hard	
but	nearly	impossible.	
Suggestions for Protecting Civilians
Many	measures	can	be	 taken	 to	ensure	
the	safety	of	civilians,	particularly	with	the	


















increased	 threats	 they	 face	 in	 modern	 war-
fare.	 In	 the	Middle	East	 and	other	 regions	
at	risk	of	conflict,	it	is	important	to	protect	
civilians	by	providing	the	poorest	countries	
with	 bunkers	 and	 other	 protective	 instal-
lations	 in	 the	 main	 cities	 during	 peaceful	
periods,	with	a	particular	 focus	on	 schools	
and	hospitals.
Additionally,	 international	 law	 should	
strictly	 enforce	 the	 convention	 against	 kill-
ing	 civilians	 and	 destroying	 civilian	 areas	
during	conflict,	prosecuting	under	criminal	
law	 those	 who	 do	 not	 follow	 this	 conven-
tion.	The	United	Nations	Security	Council	




to	 focus	 on	 providing	 updated	 aware-
ness	campaigns	that	are	informed	by	the	
changing	reality	of	recent	conf licts	to	en-
sure	 that	 children	 and	 other	 vulnerable	
people	are	protected.














The	 original	 intention	 for	 standards	 such	 as	 the	 International	
Mine	 Action	 Standards2	 was	 that	 they	 should	 form	 a	 baseline	 by	
which	 pragmatic	 implementation	 of	 a	 foundation	 of	 “standards”	
would	 take	 into	 account	 the	 particular	 situation	 in	 each	 affected	




to	 increase	demands	on	or	delay	 the	work,	whether	 through	a	 lack	
of	understanding,	a	difference	in	interpretation	of	the	text	or	by	de-








The authors present a critique of the International Mine Action Standards cur-
rently in use. After highlighting gaps in IMAS related to assessment and survey, 
an improved aspect of mine-action planning methodology is presented, which 
includes a prioritization component using a socioeconomic approach. The re-
sult is LIRA: landmine impact combined with a new measurement of risk as-
sessment. This updated model can contribute to improved safety, quality and 
productivity of landmine action through more effective strategic planning tools.
Reviewing the Present Policy, Standards and Documents
While	 we	 acknowledge	 the	 IMAS	 have	 created	 a	 sound	 foun-
dation,	 they	 have	 also	 created	 a	 mountain	 of	 documentation.	 For	
example,	 in	 IMAS 08.10–General Mine Action Assessment	
and	 08.20–Technical Survey,4	 references	 are	 made	 to	 other	 docu-
ments	such	as	the	Technical	Notes	for	Mine	Action	series.5	In	addi-
tion,	guideline	documents	such	as	the	Socio-Economic Approaches to 
Mine Action6 and	others	illustrate	the	number	of	documents	available	
just	on	this	subject,	all	providing	a	snapshot	and	additional	text	but	
none	 of	 them	 providing	 a	 complete	 answer.	 Indeed	 if	 one	 collects	
all	 the	 relevant	 IMAS	 information	 and	 the	 associated	 documents,	
it	amounts	to	a	small	library.	Added	to	these	are	the	organizational	
documents	such	as	standard	operating	procedures,	safety	handbooks,	
documents	 for	 training	 courses	 and	 related	 lesson	 plans.	 All	 these	
documents	also	need	to	be	translated	into	the	national	language,	so	
the	quantity	 is	 doubled	 and	 anyone	 involved	 in	national	programs	
will	understand	the	effort,	time	and	cost	of	obtaining	accurate	trans-
lations	and	maintaining	 such	a	 library	 (to	 ISO	standards).	Having	
produced	a	multitude	of	documents,	it	appears	that	there	is	a	need	to	
review	the	very	premise	for	some	of	these	documents.
Getting the Right Premise 
The	 various	 documents	 referred	 to	 above	 all	 make	 the	 right	




First,	 we	 need	 to	 reduce	 duplication	 and	 simplify	 documenta-
tion.	 In	 addition,	 we	 need	 to	 understand	 that	 in	 order	 to	 create	 a	
“standards	 mentality,”	 documents	 must	 be	 in	 national	 languages.	
There	is	also	a	need	to	ensure	donations	are	measured	for	their	cost	
Conference on Women in Armed Groups, Human Rights
In November 2005, Geneva Call and the Program for the Study of International Organization(s) from 
the Geneva-based Graduate Institute of International Studies held a workshop in Ethiopia entitled 
“Women in Armed Opposition Groups in Africa and the Promotion of International Humanitarian Law 
and Human Rights.”
The workshop sought ways to strengthen international humanitarian and human-rights law within 
African armed groups and their political groups. Thirty-nine female leaders from armed opposi-
tion groups and civil society from countries currently involved in conflict or recently involved 
in the post-conflict recovery process came together for the conference. The workshop also sought 
to increase the international community’s understanding of and ability to work with African 
armed groups.
Four topics were discussed in working groups during the workshop:
1. Humanitarian law
2. Human-rights law
3. Disarmament, demobilization and reintegration
4. Transition into governance roles
The final report from the conference, which presents information and analyses that came out of 
these four thematic working groups, is available in English and will soon be available in French. 
The report can be downloaded at http://snipurl.com/xiy4. If you would like a printed copy of the 
report, e-mail info@genevacall.org. 
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